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Perspectives, Key Themes, and Remaining Issues
deriving from the

CALS Senior Strategy Forum

June, 1988

BACKGROUND

In June, 1987 the CALS Report to the Congress identified a
number of key players involved in the implementation of CALS
strategy. Among these were:

1. The DoD CALS Steering Group, with its working
groups

2. Military department focal points for CALS
implementations

3. The Industry CALS Steering Group (a coalition of
industry associations) with its working groups.

4. A planned industry cooperative organization
for development of a Product Data Exchange
Specification (PDES)

In the fall of 1988, a number of leading industrial companies
proposed the establishment of an informal industry forum to address
broad acquisition and quality issues related to the strategy for
the development and implementation of CALS. The forum would serve
as a direct conduit for better communications between senior
industry management and government officials, and as a means of
rapidly assembling viewpoints and information for use in setting
policy directions for CALS by the OSD. The proposal was
implemented as the "CALS Senior Strategy Forum.!

Initial planning meetings were held in October and November,
1987, with subsequent meetings as follows:

17 December 1987
15 January 1988
10 February 1988
5 April 1988

Forum-designated drafting and task groups also met throughout
this period.

.a 1
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An outgrowth of this activity was the establishment of a
similar industrial forum comprising broader representation from
industry which is focusing upon up-front Concurrent Design and
Engineering facilitated by CALS. It has been meeting since May
1988.

All meetings were arranged and managed by The Pymatuning
Group, Inc. (PGI), who coordinated the agenda, and provided
facilities, administrative support, rapporteur services for the
Forum, and analyzed and summarized the Forum discussions.

Industry representatives participating in the CALS Forum are
listed in Appendix A.

Industry representatives participating in the Concurrent
Design and Engineering Forum ace listed in Appendix B.

DoD and military service representative: wer invited to
attend all Forum meetings as observers. DoD observers varied from
meeting to meeting, but in all cases one or more representatives
of the DoD CALS Office was present.

This report summarizes the perspectives, key themes, and
remaining issues deriving from the CALS Forum as of June, 1988.

a
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CALS SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM PERSPECTIVES

The CALS Senior Strategy Forum has, over several months,
directly addressed some two dozen matters perceived by industry as
bearing upon the progress of CALS. These have ranged from
considerations of program type issues relating to integrated
diagnostics, contractor-maintained data bases, and concurrent
design, to acquisition policy type issues such as funding
modalities for CALS implementations, use of IR&D for process
development, and inputs towards a top-level OSD CALS implementation
policy issuance.

Of these two dozen odd matters, the Forum's considerations
have influencea or directly resulted in programmatic redirections
or enhanced program activity as follows:

1. Better bounding of CALS, with improved definition of
program priority areas.

2. Improved Awareness of CALS, which enccmpasses better
understanding by industry of CALS implementation
activities within the military services and DoD
components, as well as by other Departments of
Government, and the Congress.

3. Identification of research and development
needs with respect to moving towards increased
DoD reliance upon contractor-maintained
integrated data bases.

4. Designation of matrix paths for the collection
and analysis of benefit data relating to cost/benefit
analyses for CALS implementations.

5. Confirmation of DoD Steering Group planning
with respect to logistics functional areas
designated for priority attention for CALS
implementations.

6. Support of OSD's Total Quality Management
Program by highlighting CALS high-payoff
potentials in front-end applications for Concurrent
Design & Engineering and by providing industry
experts to support OSD's Concurrent Design program
definition efforts.

-,
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7. Exploration of reinforcing interrelationships
with respect to the establishment of the
Defense Manufacturing Board by DoD.

8. Reflection of industry viewpoints relating to
the CALS Report to the Congress for 1988, and
a CALS implementing policy letter for issuance
by the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

The Forum also systematically monitored progress toward
creation of the Industry PDES Cooperative Project, and served as
the principal conduit for keeping the DoD CALS Office appraised as
to the current status of that effort.

The Forum clearly has fulfilled a spectrum of services
extending from providing a ready conduit for the exchange of
information between top officials of industry and government, to
raising and developing policy issues whose resolution will
influence the rate, extent, and success of CALS implementations.

Ii
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CALS SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM KEY THEMES

Throughout the deliberations of the Forum, and virtually
irrespective of the immediate matters under consideration, several
themes repeatedly surfaced. These themes are viewed as being of
central importance to, or strategically impacting upon, the DOD
CALS effort. These key themes are summarized as follows:

1. Front-end applications of CALS in design and
engineering has potentially much nigh payoff than
aft-end applications in logistics support. While
both are important, a shift of focus towards "tooth
vs tail" is seen as the essential means toward
attainment of long-term upgrade and supportability
for future complex weapons systems.

2. Better understanding of CALS, both wit-in and outside
of DOD, is critically important to t cilitate and
extend CALS implementation. This understanding
includes not only awareness throughout all
governmental entities, and industrial levels, but
also programmatic identification and bounding, so as
to facilitate assignment of costs, and determination
of benefits related to investments in CALS
implementations. Despite the substantial and
significant efforts by the OSD CALS Office and
various working industry associations, there remains
a substantial lack of understanding of the CALS
effort th-oughout many elements of industry, other
agencies of government, and the Congress. Extending
comprehension of CALS is seen as essential to
assure the breadth of support, both in and out of
government, required to meet planned implementation
timetables.

3. At this time the CALS effort appears to industry to
be the dominant LOD strategic approach for improving
the support for fielded weapons systems. The
corollary is that the DOD should give early and
priority attention to funding, or otherwise enabling
Service and DOD agency investments for CALS. A
further corollary is that a variety of funding
modalities for implementing CALS, along the lines
used within the Navy, should be encouraged and
facilitated by appropriate departmental funding and
accounting policies.

• I I I
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4. More appropriate metrics and phraseology are needed
to better understand and define the benefits factors
in cost/benefit analyses relating to CALS
implementations. The primary difficulty lies in the
fact that the investment costs for implementation
occur early on, while the benefits, though
substantial, only occur as
an accumulation downstream over the life cycle of
weapons systems. Current accounting practices
employed by DOD, and by industry for investment
decision-making are deficient in capturing such
accumulations, or in effectively crediting them as
tangible offsets against the immediate expenditure
requirements of new or extended implementations.

5. The primary values to DOD deriving from the
introduction of CALS-based operations lies not in
the savings accruing to the direct function to which
it applies, but rather is to be found in the overall
improvement of operations deriving from the synergism
of rapid interactions which are made possible through
CALS implementations. Besides leading to paperless
operations, it yields more rationalized operations
directly responsive to weapons systems needs.

6. A top-level DOD CALS implementation policy guidance,
which would direct the incorporation of CALS
standards and specifications into appropriate RFP and
contractual language for future weapons systems
procurements, would mark a watershed point for the
program. Such a guidance would serve to catalyze
industry towards broader and more timely CALS
applications in response to defense reqiirements.
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CALS SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM REMAINING ISSUES

A number of issues surfaced during the deliberations of the
Forum which, while not immediately addressed, were nonetheless
noted as of great importance, and meriting further detailed
attention. In some instances (e.g., security) preliminary
coordination with related activities and organizations was
initiated; in other instances, the Forum anticipates consideration
at future meetings.

Included among such issues are the following:

1. Security and integrity of CALS technical data bases.
Vulnerabilities to fraud, industrial espionage,
tampering and other systema security threats require
identification. Acceptable levels of risk must be
determined by both industrial contractors and DOD,
and appropriate security and protection policies
developed to match acceptable levels of risk.

2. Concerns relating to preservation of proprietary data
rights, privacy, and access control for data
maintained in, entering, or exiting "paperless" CALS
data bases. Clearer determination is needed as to
what measures mut-t be incorporated into CALS
implementations, either technically or contractually,
to accommodate industry concerns.

3. Clearer understanding is needed regarding means to
facilitate subtier contracting for weapons systems
components and supplies for which technical data
exist only in digital form, yet for which current
government policies require "broadest equitability
of access to bid."

4. Need for improved technology transfer and technology
insertion mechanism between government and industry,
anck exploration of how such transfer can be enhanced
through specific CALS imrlementations.

5. Improved use of existing or proposed statutory
authorities to assist in advancing the CALS effort
by both industry and DOD.

--A , mm m m m l
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6. Reconciliation of inconsistencies relating to foreign
sourcing or off-shore procurements by both industry
and government in the context of a CALS digital-data-
based weapon system design, procurement, operation,
and support envirinment in the U. S.

In addition to the above, the DOD Industrial Concurrent Design
Strategy Forum has identified issues related to the following
areas, wheru current acquisition policies or procedures appear to
inhibit extension of concurrent des-c-n processes:

1. Schedule aspects of acquisition steps
2. R&D funding
3. Contract matters
4. Non-consistency of DOD postures
5. Acquisition funding profiles
6. Incentives/rewards for adding value through

concurrent design

Specific matters deemed important for immediate atLention are
presented in Appendix E.

-0
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APPENDIX 

C

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND PERCEPTIONS FROM THE
29 OCTOBER 1987 MEETING

of the
CALS SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

* The forum is seen as a means to facilitate
interactions at the corporate decision levels in
industry, as well as in Government.

" The forum is seen as a means of addressing policy
issues arising in connection with CALS
implementations, whose resolution involves decision
factors broader than CALS technology, per se.

* Integrated Diagnostics, which uses the capabilities
that CALS provides, invokes concepts which seem
opposite to prevailing procurement policies;
specifically, it trends away from "unbundled"
acquisition concepts, and towards "total system"
procurement.

" Reliability, and fault tolerant design, especially
for non-electronic elements, are perceived by
numerous participants as more critical than
diagnostics. The point was made, however, that a
large percentage of fielded systems for the next
decade could benefit from diagnostics which would
reduce the "logistics tail" for such systems.

* "Maturation" is seen as important to Integrated
Diagnostics (ID) with the concept of pre-planned
"bloc" updates viewed as a practical means for
achieving such ID maturity.

a There is a great need for increasing awareness of
CALS at front-office levels in industry, the
Services, Congress, GAO, etc.

--CALS needs an Awareness Program (Marketing Plan)

--CALS needs to be presented in terms which are
significant to the target audience

--Logistics and acquisition boundaries must be
transcended

A
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" There is a great need for cost-benefit information on
CALS. CEO's want to know the payoff in terms of ROI.
The formation of the industry PDES Cooperative
Project provides an ongoing example of successfully
addressing senior corporate management levels in
terms of factors they see as important and can
comprehend, which might well be emulated for CALS
more broadly.

" The benefit side of CALS needs additional attention
for understandability, especially regarding what is
achievable in the near term to help offset the
needed up-front investments for CALS.

* It may be useful for the Forum to hear directly from
industries who have already solved their software
approaches, such as Ford. It might also be useful
for the Forum to hear directly from key program
managers as to their perception of needs.

" There is a need to provide, for industry, a
management perspective for the CALS Core package.
In particular, there is a need to determine whether
the Core is seen as sufficiently robust to
facilitate smooth transitions to CALS operations.

" There is a need for industry to gain a better
understanding of how the CALS programs of the three
Services tie together. In general, industry sees
separate nodes within each Service, but does not yet
perceive a unified approach. Also, there is
substantial industry concern regarding the degree of
commitment to CALS beyond the period of this
Administration.

* It was agreed that the Forum could play a major role
in extending CALS awareness, and in guiding the
development of "suitable coherent stories" to this
end. In particular, it was agreed that Forum
participants should work toward providing specific
cost/benefit examples for this purpose.

* It was agreed that the next meeting (10 November
1987) should look to how best to structure the Forum,
its objectives, and its deliverables.

* The Pymatuning Group, Inc. offered to serve as the
recipient for any additional comments which might be
provided by the participants.
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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND AGREED UPON ACTIONS

from the

10 NOVEMBER 1987 MEETING OF THE SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

" There is a strong sense that the principal point of
differentiation by which the Forum can uniquely
contribute to DOD efforts lies with the Forum's
ability to address strategic approaches to weapons
systems acquisition and logistics activities.

" The perceived need is to address the broad issues
towards which CALS is a means. Because CALS
currently is seen as the dominant strategic approach
within DOD for improving weapons systems support, it
is appropriate that the CALS program be a primary
focus of attention for the Forum.

* It was noted that a wide variety of organizational
formats have proved useful as a means for factoring
the experience, viewpoints, and judgments of
industry into the government's planning and decision-
making processes, (e.g., SDIO, Critical Technologies,
VHSIC, DSB, etc.) and that the ability to be useful
is the determinant of effectiveness. It was the
sense that the Form should continue for the near term
at least, on the informal basis already in place.
It was also the sense that the Forum initially should
function on the basis of action by its members and
their resources directly, rather than through a
structure of subcommittees. The requisite time
commitments of Forum members was specifically
considered in this regard, even to the possibility of
three-to-four day "focused" study sessions as may
occasionally be appropriate, and, by and large, was
determined to be achievable.

e There was general agreement that an iiamediate primary
objective is to use the program already given
priority by Congress and OSD to achieve the benefits
potentially made possible through CALS.

ji I I I
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" Substantial progress towards establishment of the
industry PDES Cooperative Project (PCP) was reported
by Mr. Denien. In addition, potential roles of the
Forum, vis-a-vis the PCP, were put forward as
encompassing assistance in connection with:

A. Purpose and scope determination
B. Related programs exchanges
C. Monitoring of government interest
D. Publicizing effectiveness
E. Marketing the approach

" The Forum received a presentation by Mr. Dick Powell,
Co-chairman of the DOD-Industry Working Group on CALS
Cost Benefits, regarding CALS benefit analysis
activities being initiated under the auspices of the
NSIA CALS Industry Steering Committee. It was
emphasized that CALS needs a better definition in
order to be able to measure the "value-added", and
that many anticipated benefits resulting from
integration made possible through CALS are difficult
to quantify. It was pointed out that a "strategic"
context is an imperative to validating CALS benefits.
It was noted that the Institute for Cost Analysis is
contributing to the NSIA effort.

" Consideration of the CALS cost-benefit effort by the
Forum suggested the emphasis be placed upon the
determination of benefits in two distinct contexts,
namely:

A. Industry productivity and
B. DOD force effectiveness

The Forum also noted that the PDES development might
itself be a candidate topic against which to assess
costs and benefits and one for which data exists and
can be developed.

* The Forum noted that the Logistics 2010 study getting
underway appears highly relevant to the CALS
cost/benefit activity. It was the sense that an
early briefing on the study at a future meeting could
be useful.
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* In furtherance of coming to grips with the
defiaitional and cost/benefit aspects of CALS, the
OSD representative indicated an attempt would be
made to have the services more clearly "bound" the
various current CALS projects, and that additional
staff would be assigned to address the cost/benefit
issues. He also requested the industry
representatives to focus on industrial
productivity aspects, ard on better ways to tie into
manufactutring productivity activities.

In the context of the discussion of procurement and
acquisition processes, as tney may impact upon the
ability to realize the longer term CALS benefits, the
Forum noted the need for industry to clearly put
forward what it wants si as to have this properly
factored into the contractual arrangements. By way
of example, it was noted that some analyses done
under the ManTech program have sLggested mechanisms
for "sharing savings", and that treatment of
investment costs, or the ability to capitalize
certain "conversion expenses" might help assure
achieving those benefits.

The Forum agreed that the following issues merit
immediate attention, and that brief concept papers
should be prepared with respect to each:

A. Contractor-maintained Integrated Data Bases

B. CALS priorities, to include improved definition
of "What is CALS?", and funding considerations.

C. CALS cost/benefit analysis (To be done with, and
through, ongoing activities).

The concept papers are viewed as brief, two-page
"Action Plan" proposals to include:

--A brief paragraph expanding the topic arl related
issues.

--Suggestions regarding the persons/organizations
who need to be mede more full' aware of these
issues.

--Suggestions regarding the best processes to set up
and carry out that awareness effort.



20

-- Proposed schedules.

* Preparation of the concept papers was volunteered as
follows:

A. Integrated Data Bases: General Rhodes and Admiral

Freeman

B. Priorities: Mr. Bill Bernstein and Mr. Denien

C. Cost/benefit: OSD CALS office with assistance
from Mr. Charlie Bernstein and PGI staff.

* The Forum agreed it was desirable to continue to move
ahead rapidly, and set the following tentative dates
for the next meetings:

Thursday, 17 December 1987

Friday, 15 January 1987

Thursday, 11 February 1987

--It was agreed also that these meetings should be
convened at the Conference Room of The Pymatuning
Group, Inc. in Arlington, VA.

10
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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND AGREED UPON ACTIONS
from the

17 DECEMBER 1987 MEETING OF THE SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

1. The Forum took note of current activities within DOD
directed towards emulating a Defense Science Board-
like advisory organization for weapons systems
manufacturing and acquisition. It was the sense of
the Forum that a useful Defense Manufacturing Board
structure would be more difficult to achieve than
was the Defense Science Board, and agreed that it is
both appropriate and timely to advise DAS Robert
McCormack regarding the Senior Strategy Forum as a
potential means for achieving the objectives
underlying the current ASD(P&L) interest in a
Defense Manufacturing Board-type of activity.

2. The Forum took note of the current DARPA interest in
identifying a suitable facility for its new
]anufacturing Technology Initiative, which would be
capable of fulfilling the following three broad
purposes: training, concurrent design, and benefit
analyses. Forum members indicated they would come
forward with suggestions as might be appropriate.

3. The Forum received a briefing on a "Concept for a
CALS Awareness Program" (see Attachment 1), and
agreed that an effort along the lines of the
briefing is urgently needed over the next year or
so. Discussion disclosed that the proposed schedule
of actions is paced by the need for 1) an agreed
CALS definition and priorities statement, and 2)
some real and documentable "benefit" citations, and
that some modest funding resources ($5 to 10K) would
be required, particularly for the development of
video materials. It was agreed that:

a. Priority should be given to developing an
understandable definition of CALS, and bounds
for its scope.

b. Cost/benefit efforts should focus on the
"bounded CALS" to facilitate analyses and
assessment.

i l I I
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c. Ample materials exist to serve as a basis for
the awareness effort, and that the OSD CALS
Office would assemble past statements,
briefings, testimony, etc. to facilitate a
working review for applicability, consistency,
and completeness. These materials will be made
available for review, work sessions, and
drafting use in a designated "CALS Repository
Room" in the offices of The Pymatuning Group,
Inc.

d. The OSD CALS Office will arrange appropriate
funding support for the preparation of required
video tapes.

4. The Forum took nojte that the NSIA/ICA cost/benefit
study effort has now been reoriented to focus on the
benefits side, with a schedule calling for an April
seminar dealing with case studies assembled in the
first quarter of 1988, and a report completed by
June, 1988, for possible incorporation into the 1988
CALS Report to Congress. The Forum aQreed that:

a. The NSIA study group should be provided with the
agreed updated CALS definition and priorities
concepts as soon as available from the Forum's
drafting group and approved by the Forum, as a
means to aid the benefits study.

b. The Director, OSD CALS Office should arrange for
the NSIA study group to brief the Forum
regarding the progress of the benefits study
not later than the February, 1988 meeting of the
Forum (January meeting if possible).

5. The Forum n.-ted the planning activity underway
within the DOD Steering Group, and reviewed the
matrix approach being used by that group to specify
priority thrust areas for the CALS program. The
Forum agreed that:

a. The matrix approach being used by the Steering
Group is useful.

b. That three of the thrust areas identified by the
Steering Group,--1) product data, 2) tech
manuals, and 3) integrated support data base--
are valid areas meriting priority attention.
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C. A more complete briefing of the planning
underway by the DOD Steering Group should be
provided to the Forum at its January, 1988
meeting. This is to be arranged by the
Director, OSD CALS Office.

6. The Forum addressed the issue of CALS definitions
and prioritie6, and considered the draft concept
papers and viewpoints put forward. The differences
of view, ranging from very narrow to very broad
definitions for CALS were noted and discussed. The
Forum agreed that:

a. A drafting group comprising Messrs. C.
Bernstein, L. Lemke, R. Freeman, and R. Shorey
should meet to refine the definitions further,
possibly using, as necessary, more precise
"bounding" criteria, or "question and answer"
approaches to arrive at what is and what isn't
CALS.

b. January 14, 1988 will be set as a final work day
for the drafting group to meet at the PGI suite,
where the CALS Repository Room materials will
be available for reference as needed.

c. The drafting group report will report its
recommendations to the Forum at the 15 January
1988 meeting.

d. This effort is viewed as the immediate top
priority matter for consideration by the Forum.

7. The Forum took note that progress toward
establishment of the industry PDES cooperative
activity includes, 1) legal action underway to
establish the cooperative as a separate legal
entity, 2) issuance of the RFP for the host entity,
with responses due back by early January, 1988, and
3) a projected PDES organizing board meeting by mid-
January, 1988. The need for broader industry
awareness of this PDES cooperative effort was
discussed and the Forum agreed that:

a. An appropriate DOD statement of support for the
PDES cooperative concept would be helpful
towards achieving broader corporate
participation in the cooperative venture.
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b. Dr. W. Truitt would provide a suitable draft
statement to the DOD representative, who would
undertake an appropriate supporting issuance by
DOD.

8. The Forum reviewed a draft concept paper on
Contractor Maintained Integrated Data Bases, and
noted that the key issues dealt with the management
of su'-h data bases, and nct their technical dCsign.
The Forum aQreed that Lt. Gen. Rhodes and Adm.
Freeman should further perfect the paper, and
provide recommendations at the January, 1988 Forum
meeting on how best to integrate this issue into the
DOD Steering Group planning activities, so as to
gain adequate resources to carry this work forward.

9. The Forum received an informal report of
manufacturing and concurrent design activities
ongoing within industry CAE groups toward the
development of statements of integrated functional
requirements which would apply within the CAD/CAE
environment, and the need for this to interface
appropriately with CALS efforts. It was pointed out
that a report on these activities was due to be
issued about mid-January, 1988. The Forum agreed
that:

a. The Forum should be fully briefed as soon as
possible after issuance of the report.

b. The potential for synergism between this
activity, the CALS Air Force Unified Life Cycle
Engineering Program, and concurrent design
activities under DARPA's Manufacturing
Technology Initiative should be reviewed and
highlighted.

10. The following were confirmed:

a. The next meeting of the Forum will be Friday,
15 January 1988 at the offices of The Pymatuning
Group, Inc.(PGI), Arlington, VA.

b. The working session/drafting day will be
Thursday, 14 January 1988 at PGI.
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c. The number one priority is CALS Definitions and
objectives. The number two priority is the CALS
Awareness Program.

d. All parties should send relevant materials for
"Definition" or "Awareness" to PGI for placement
into the CALS Repository Room for ready
reference and use for the 14 January working
session.

Attachment 1:

"Concept for a CALS Awareness Program" -

Dr. Wes Truitt
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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND AGREED UPON ACTIONS
FROM THE

15 JANUARY 1988 MEETING OF THE SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

1. The Forum received the briefing by Mr. Lawrence
"Buzz" Milan, Executive Director, Product Support,
NAVAIR, on innovative approaches used by NAVAIR to
finance CALS improvements within its operational,
intermediate, and depot support levels. It was
noted that the synergy deriving from closer
coordination among the different support levels is
of significant benefit, and that it is the emphasis
on CALS which is forcing this closer coordination.
It was also noted that funding for CALS-based
improvements are not presented as a single program
line, but rather that various funding means,
appropriate to the support level and nature of the
improvement, are being used. These cover a spectrum
which ranges from including improvement cost needs
in the procurement funding for the weapons system,
as may be agreed by the Weapons System Program
Manager, to the use of capital asset reserves
maintained through the imposition of surcharges
relating to depot-level operations. It was also
noted that these financing approaches have resulted
in NAVAIR making more progress in the pace of
modernization than was expected. One current
concern, however, is that as declining budgets force
the competing of work among the depots, individual
depots may eliminate surcharging and so defer
modprnization.

a. It was the sense of the Forum that this briefing
was highly useful and informative, and served to
enhance the understanding by industry of ongoing
CALS activity in DOD.

b. The Forum agreed that similar briefings from
other Services should be scheduled for
presentation at future meetings of the Forum.

2. The Forum reviewed, in detail, the draft briefing
prepared by the drafting group for use in the CALS
Awareness Program. Presentation of the draft
briefing by Adm. Freeman incorporated discussion of
the CALS definition and priorities, together with



53

related matters considered by the drafting group in
arriving at its recommendations as incorporated in
the draft briefing. The Forum recommended many
specific revisions to numerous charts of the
briefing, and noted areas requiring further
development. These were recorded by PGI. The Forum
agreed that:

a. The briefing, as revised and amplified, could
serve as the basis for a tailored briefing to a
variety of audiences in order to achieve a
better and broader understanding of CALS.

b. Adm. Freemen should undertake to perfect the
briefing, using the agreed upon revisions as
recorded by PGI; updated CALS funding
information, to be developed in conjunction with
the OSD CALS Office; incorporation of industry
benefits information to be developed with the
assistance of Bill Bernstein; and, incorporation
of DOD benefits information, to be developed in
conjunction with the DOD CALS Office.

c. The "perfected" briefing should, to the extent
possible, be provided to the Forum by its
February meeting.

3. The Forum received the paper on Contractor-
maintained Data Bases, prepared by Lt. Gen. Rhodes
and Adm. Freeman, and noted the recommendation that
DOD select a source to perform research and study as
outlined in the attachment to the paper. It was the
sense of the Forum that the accomplishment of such
research and study be recommended to DOD, and this
was noted by the OSD representatives.

4. The Forum received a briefing on Integration of R&M
(Reliability and Maintainability) into Automated
Design Processes. The briefing was given by Ms.
Naomi McAfee of Westinghouse Electric Company, with
support by Lt. Col. Larry Griffin, Weapons Support
Improvement Group, DOD(P&L). The briefing focused
on results of a 1987 Summer Study looking at
electronics and mechanical design processes. The
Forum noted that a significant problem results from
the fact that under current procurement practices,
many of the reliability analyses are identified as
deliverables (Data Item Deliverables--DIDs) and so
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are treated as a report often submitted long after
production has commenced, rather than as a
determiner of design prior to production. The Forum
also noted that the study, which will continue into
1988, is developing a sample Statement of Work to
incorporate into RFPs which was oriented toward the
validation of processes, rather than toward data
item deliverables.

The Forum, in discussing industry viewpoints, noted
that industry sees DOD as primary beneficiary of
R&M, and that IR&D funding is still directed more
toward products than toward processes, and expressed
the sense that consideration of ways by which IR&D
funding might be brought to bear upon CALS needs
should be addressed by the Forum at a future
meeting.

5. The Forum received a status update on the DOD
Steering Group planning activity, and noted the
anticipated incremental CALS Core Specification
release schedules through 1990 as they relate to the
three primary thrust areas of Product Definition
Data, Integrated Support Data Bases, and Technical
Manuals. It was also noted that the specification
of work for FY 1988 for the National Bureau of
Stand-is has been finalized, and that it focuses
upon conformance testing needs. At this time, it is
expected that the Air Force will be designated as
the lead Service regarding the planning and
integration of validation testing.

6. The Forum received a status update on the Industry
PDES Cooperative Project, which highlighted the fact
that, based on advice of legal counsel, the
Cooperative would be established as a corporation,
and that actions to satisfy Department of Justice
requiremcnts wer- cxaLrent.Ly underway. it was noted
that the selection committee anticipated completion
of review of RFP proposal recommendation for
selection of host contractor for the Cooperative by
12 February 1988.

7. The Forum was appraised of current status of DOD
actions toward establishment of a Defense
Manufacturing Board (DMB). In particular, it was
noted that Mr. McCormack and Dr. Costello have
submitted a request to OMB for approval of a formal
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Board under the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. It was further noted that
characteristically, such a Board would have a broad
charter, and could be expected to propose tasks or
receive tasks from the Secretary of Defense in areas
related to manufacturing. It was suggested that if
the DMB is established, consideration needed to be
given to the relationship of the Forum to the DMB.
Dr. Davis indicated she would be meeting with Mr.
McCormack during the next week, and would comment
upon the excellence of this Forum and its output,
and the availability of the Forum as a flexible
complementary means for assisting on manufacturing
matters. In this connection, the Forum noted that
it's future makeup might better encompass broader
industry representation.

8. The Forum noted the report by Russ Shorey advising
that the Government PDES User's Group has been
chartered, and will be chaired by Mr. Gary Denman,
Director of the Laboratory Complex at Wright
Patterson AFB. It is expected that NASA, Commerce,
and Energy Departments will participate with DOD in
the User's Group. It is expected that the User's
Group will be the principal government interface
with the Industry PDES Cooperative Project.

9. The schedule for the next meeting of the Forum was
set for Wednesday, 10 February 1988 at PGI.
Consideration will be given to expansion of activity
beyond CALS and additional industry diversity for
the Forum.



56

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND AGREED UPON ACTIONS
FROM THE

10 FEBRUARY 1988 MEETING OF THE SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

1. The Forum was briefed by Col. Gene Tattini,
USAF/AFSC, concerning the tech order (TO)
modernization plan being undertaken by the Command.
It was noted that the plan embraced ATOS (Automated
Technical Order System), ITDS (Integrated Technical
Data System), and IMIS (Improved Management
Information Systems). The main task underway is to
see how ATOS, ITDS, and IMIS related to one another,
and what steps are needed to integrate them into the
whole. It was noted that the Air Force is not yet
equal to industry in adoption and use, there being
an "air gap" regarding the use of paper systems by
USAF groups. The volume of tech orders was
highlighted through the revelation that each C-131
carried one ton (2,000#) of Tech Orders and that 30%
of each technician's time is devoted to search. At
present there are 150,000 Tech Orders, comprising
approximately 20 million pages of information. The
cost to change a Tech Order is approximately $1,000
per page and about 2.3 million pages are changed
annually. The current plan is to phase in a
shiftover from paper to digital operations by 1995,
though there will be some paper regardless. An
automated system has been translated into a
projected savings of $135 million/year with a life-
cycle cost savings of $583 million per weapon
system.

a. Mr. Mosemann noted that the effort now underway
involves getting Secretary Carlucci's blessing
of the paperless Tech Order objectives for the
1990s set earlier by Secretary Weinberger.

b. The Forum could be helpful in articulating a
meaningful capitalization system for the type of
investment required by contractors to
incorporate such a system.
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c. General Rhodes observed that management of the
data base would be, in his judgment, more
critical than the technology involved in the
assembly and operation. He suggested the need
for an audit trail and transition record as a
means of obtaining assurances of what was done
and how it was done.

2. The Forum reviewed the point paper developed by
Charles Bernstein concerning the scope and
objectives of CALS. Extensive discussion followed
regarding viewing CALS as a "strategy", and CALS as
a "program." It was noted that the earlier popular
definition of CALS became "Computer-aided
Acquisition and Logistics Support", while a more
accurate depiction of CALS might be that of
"Comprehensive Automated Acquisition and Logistic
Support." In either case, CALS has always been a
DOD program entity in the sense of the Defense Space
Program, the C3 Program, the Tactical Intelligence
Program or the Stealth Program. In this larger
sense, CALS has most of the traditional features of
a program including a strategy, an evolving set of
plans, a mission or purpose/s, scope, goals, etc. A
discussion of these features could serve to make
CALS more understandable and hence serve as a
catalyst to expedite the stated objectives and
budgetary support to CALS implementation.

It was suggested that a version of a CALS
"strategy" might be to ensure an effective
transition and utilization of digital, technical
information for a variety of critical functions
spanning the entire weapons system/platform
acquisition life cycle from R&D, through testing
to operations, maintenance, spare parts
procurement and ending with obsolescence.

3. Dr. McGrath briefed regarding the 29 January Boston
meeting and also on a meeting held at Grumman
concerning 1988 CALS priorities. A major CALS
workshop and exposition is being planned for
October, 1988, and two new working groups have been
established regarding work on the integrated data
base and the program and education area.
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4. Dr. Davis spoke to the Forum regarding the status of
Defense Manufacturing Board developments stemming
from the 20 January 1988 OMB approval action
granting creation of the Board. It was agreed that
Dr. Davis proceed to set up a meeting between Forum
members and the OSD/DMB "ASAP" (within a month).
It was suggested that Forum members call in their
ideas and suggestions to PGI regarding other
audiences for meetings with Forum members.

It was suggested that the Forum undertake a
"phraseology-metrics" type workshop in late April or
early May to which representative Congressional
staff, CBO personnel and representatives of the
financial community, manufacturing technology
centers, etc. might be invited. Suggestions for
speakers to be solicited were urged. Topics might
include productivity, cost/benefits, cost/funding
strategies, etc.

5. Admiral Freeman updated the Forum on the revised
draft briefing prepared for use in the CALS
Awareness Program. It was noted that it had been
tried out on OSD/Congress/University level personnel
with success. It was agreed that further refinement
of the language used in several of the charts should
be undertaken, and that "examples" might better be
used than "categories" where possible. Further
modification of the charts to be used would be
carried out prior to the next meeting of the Forum.

6. Dr. McGrath outlined the content and purpose of the
forthcoming June, 1988 Report to the Congress and
solicited suggestions from the Forum. The key
element regarding preparation of the Report was seen
as an accurate display of the impacts CALS can/will
have on the overall area. To avoid any confusion
regarding the concerns of the House Armed Services
Committee concerning the "interplay" of ADP and
CALS, and an effort underway calling for preparation
of an ADP Logistics Plan (of which CALS will be a
part), and the Forum agreed it would be better to
have a separate CALS plan (statement) if only to
avoid further confusion of its so-called
relationship to ADP. A number of essentials were
identified regarding consideration for formatting
the Report:
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a. There should be continuity between this Report
and that of earlier years.

b. If included within the ADP Logistics effort, the
integrity and independence of CALS should be
recognized and maintained.

c. Each and every change incorporated into the
draft Report should be tied down to some element
within the Report to the Congress.

d. Based on previous year's examples, the Forum
felt that the proposed organization of the
Report was adequate.

e. The Forum believed it would be helpful to
highlight the fact that industry is putting more
time and effort into the usage of CALS.

f. It was believed that "collegial infrastructure"
was adequate and appropriate regarding a
hierarchy of programs such as CALS. CALS has
its own personality.

On the question of the Report to the Congress, it
was felt that "continuity is rewarded more than
creativity" and that alternatives should be
underscored, more than course corrections, through
the Report.

7. Mr. Shorey noted that a dialogue had been initiated
with ASD(R&T) Robert Duncan concerning concurrent
design, etc. and raised the suggestion that some
initial point papers be floated to Forum members
focusing on team efforts for rapid iterative design
items, pulling all factors such as R&M, into the
initial phase.

It was suggested that there is a need for a speaker
on this aspect, i.e., product assurance, and that it
would be helpful to know DOD's desires (i.e.,
DDR&E).
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AGREED UPON ACTIONS

1. Focum members are to forward their suggestions to
PGI for topics and items for further meetings with
Messrs. McCormack and Costello. When arranqed, such
meetings are to include one or more members of the
Forum. Topics could be broader than the issues
surrounding CALS.

2. Forum members are to forward their suggestions of
types of benefits derivative of CALS for preparation
as charts similar to those surfaced by Mr. Lemke
during the 10 February 1988 Forum meeting. These
suggested additions would be assembled by Dr.
Truitt.

3. PGI is to work with Dr. Truitt in "smoothing out"
the content and style of the CATS Awareness briefing
charts.

4. The date of the next Forum meeting was set for
5 April 1988. Topics to be considered would
include the idea of a two-day workshop sponsored by
the Forum to focus on such issues as the financing
and benefits of CALS, concurrent design, etc., and
other items to be suggested.

5. It waz agreed that a two-to-three page draft
executive summary of the Report to the Congress
would be provided by Dr. McGrath to be circulated to
Forum members by 26 February 1988. In addition, a
point paper on concurrent design would also be
prepared by Mr. Shorey and circulated to the Forum
membership.

6. Forum members agreed to send their suggestions for
new members in the group to PGI, and that the next
meeting of the Forum would include an updating
discussion of the PDES Report.

7. Upon their preparation for mailing, PGI will send
out copies of the charts used by Col. Tattini and by
Mr. Lemke, along with the updated presentation
prepared by Admiral Freeman.
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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS AND AGREED UPON ACTIONS

FROM THE

5 APRIL 1988 MEETING OF THE SENIOR STRATEGY FORUM

1. The Forum received a briefing by Mr. Karl Bastress
of the Army Laboratory Command, and Mr. Marty Meth
of OSD, on the management and review process for
Independent Research and Development (IR&D).
Discussion centered on how to get CALS-type projects
allowed under IR&D. It was noted that AMC now
tracks more than 300 IR&D profit centers; that
"production tools" category is an exception from
allowability under IR&D, but is fully allowable
under appropriate overhead categories; that
"development tools" used in R&D are allowable under
IR&D; and that non-R&D "productivity improvers" (as
some CALS-tyDe investments might be construed to be)
are generally allowed under overhead, rather than
IR&D. The Fortm members highlighted that there
appears to be uneven application of rulings and
evaluations regarding IR&D among the DOD Service
components; that the real issue is the ceilings
imposed upon IR&D overall, noting that overall,
companies are currently overspending IR&D ceilings
by some 40%; and that one of the problems is that
"support services" tend to get lower evaluations by
DOD accounting auditors, than do "products."

a. There was no general agreement that a clarifying
policy for CALS-type things under IR&D would be
useful.

b. There was general agreement that achieving
consistency among the Services regarding IR&D
within a single contractor's activities was most
important, and that DOD efforts should be
focused to this end.

2. The Forum received a briefing from Frank Doherty
and Tim Woodford, of DOD, regarding the Innovative
Manufacturing Incentive Program (IMIP). It was
noted that the IMIP process encompasses three
phases: in Phase I the government funds a "factory
analysis"; in Phase II, the government funds
"high-risk tasks"; in Phase III the contractor funds
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implementation. At present, some 107 contractors
are involved in IMIP business arrangements; some
$407 million has been committed by DOD, and some
$1.8 billion by industry towards IMIP project
efforts, with most being under Air Force
sponsorship. Savings to date from IMIP arrangement
programs ;re proving to be about 4:1 in a prime
contractor context, and about 6:1 in a subcontractor
context. The Forum noted that there is a great need
to simplify the administration of the program, and
to reduce the time required to implement IMIP
arrangements, that is, negotiating the "visible"
savings and corresponding profit incentives. It was
further noted that the program is still highly
dependent upon the ability to find a government
entity (DOD laboratory, agency, or command) which is
willing to fund a particular effort under an IMIP
arrangement, and us the program seems to be highly
personality driven; and that, at present, there is
no focal point for a CALS project sponsor.

a. The Forum highlighted that software efforts are
not precluded under IMIP, and that it might be
useful to look toward using a CALS effort as an
example of such an effort under IMIP.

b. The Forum agreed that IMIP should be considered
as an additional funding approach for CALS
implementations.

3. Russ Shorey and Ruth Davis provi4ded Forum members
with an update of activity which has recently been
initiated within OSD relating to Concurrent Design.
Mr. Shorey pointed out that there has been, under
various names such as "design integration",
"concurrent engineering", etc., a history of
individual efforts which are now being brought
together on a fast-track basis with DASD McCormack
as the lead person, to try to have Concurrent Design
techniques become an integral aspect of the
acquisition of systems for DOD. Dr. Davis
highlighted that over the past two months, both the
R&D and the acquisition elements of OSD have come to
recognize that the whole way design is done has now
changed due to the new technologies available, and
that this can have significant impact on the quality
and reliability, costs and timeliness of products
and systems for Defense. She pointed out that this
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activity had the direct support of Mr. McCormack,
Mr. Duncan, and Mr. Costello, and that Mr. Shorey
has been designated to serve as their point man in
getting the effort moving. The Institute for
Defense Analyses (IDA) has been designated to
provide technical support to the effort, and the
strategic direction will be provided by and industry
forum to be chaired by Larry Lemke. PGI will
provide management support for the effort. Robert
Winner of IDA spoke briefly to the IDA role of
conducting workshops for the Concurrent Design
effort.

4. Larry Lemke spoke to the importance of getting
government, industry, and users all talking the same
kind of language, and of the role of concurrency in
design in helping this to come about. He cited the
example of his cwn company, McDonnell Aircraft Co.,
which in facing this issue, completely reassembled
its engineering staffs to take advantage of the new
technology for engineering and design. Forum
discussion centered upon the current tendency to
optimize designs at the subsystem levels, with the
result being suboptimized total systems; the current
tendency to ask for data, without focusing upon
decisions; the perception that what government says
does not comport to what it does (i.e., procurement
practices and evaluation criteria don't follow the
statcd importances); that this Concurrent Design
effort can serve as a vehicle to help bridge such a
gap; that the CALS Senior Strategy Forum might serve
as the basis for the new Forum at the risk of losing
sight of CALS as a primary thrust area; and that the
current wave of interest in Concurrent Design can be
viewed as a high-leverage opportunity providing
continuity to bridge potential Administration
changes.

5. The Forum received an update from Michael McGrath
regarding a draft CALS implementation policy letter
which is expected to be signed by the Deputy
Secretary of Defense in the near future. Among
other things, this policy provides that the Services
incorporate CALS standards for all systems entering
full-scale development in 1990. Mr. McGrath also
provided a draft of the Executive Summary of the
CALS Report to the Congress, and requested feedback
comments from Forum members as soon as possible.
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The draft Report is epected to be completed in
about two weeks.

6. Wes Truitt reported on the activities of the CALS
Benefits Working Group which met during March. He
indicated that because of fragmentary materials and
no way of blending discrete company inputs, the
group had mixed results. Ultimately, it focused
upon a matrix and structure for categorizing
benefits, which Mr. McGrath reported has now been
presented to the NSIA Industry Steering Committee's
Cost/Benefit group, which liked it, and is now
assembling benefit data and examples under that
structure.

7. The Forum received a briefing by Edwin Webber on
means for extending CALS awareness within relevant
elements of the Congress.

8. Robert Denien reported on the status of the Industry
PDES cooperative effort. He indicated that two
responses to the technical request for proposal were
received, and that the South Carolina Research
Authority was selected for award of contract.
However, the PDES Cooperative has not yet been able
to incorporate, as only five companies thus far have
legally committed to joining the new corporation
(six is the minimum required). The award,
therefore, is contingent upon actual incorporation
of PDES, Inc. He indicated further that a new
Executive Committee has been elected, but that the
new Executive Board Chairman had not yet convened a
meeting of the new Board.

a. Though some concern was expressed by Forum
members that PDES must move forward for the CALS
effort, it was generally agreed that the matter
of incorporating the PDES cooperative project
was an industry matter, and not a matter to be
addressed by the Forum.

9. No time was set for the next meeting of the Forum.
This will be advised when scheduled.
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SUMMARY OF KEY MATTERS
from the

5 MAY AND 7 JUNE 1988 MEETINGS
of the

DOD INDUSTRIAL CONCURRENT DESIGN STRATEGY FORUM

1. The Forum acknowledged the 6 April 1988 memorandum on
"Implementation of Concurrent Design" from the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, and the 26 April
1988 memorandum from the ADASD(Systems) tasking The
Pymatuning Group, Inc. (PGI) to establish the Forum, and
requesting Mr. Larry Lemke of McDonnell Aircraft Company
to serve as chairman. The charter and schedule put
forward with the invitations to participate in the Forum
were accepted de facto and the Forum agreed to broaden
industrial participation to selected additional invitees
for future Forum sessions.

2. The Forum received briefings relevant to ongoing DoD
Concurrent Design activities, including planned workshop
activities under the cognizance of the Institute for
Defense Analyses, and agreed that the Forum would focus
on acquisition policy changes which could advance quality
engineering efforts.

3. The Forum identified some 31 matters which were perceived
as inhibiting extension of Concurrent Design. Of these,
six topical areas were deemed most important for immediate
attention. These include:

a. Current R&D policy, and DoD focus, is on devices
rather than processes.

b. The DoD system to define the real requirements
appears inappropriate, and fails to capture real
requirements in the contract. There is a need to
determine how best to write Concurrent Design
process needs into DoD contracts.

c. The profile of development funding does not match the
funding needs for up-front Concurrent Design.

d. There is a lack of consistency of posture by top
authorities within DoD with respect to policies
favorable to extension of Concurrent Design
practices.
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e. There is a lack of incentives for industry to
take the risks of internal company realignments
which facilitate meaningful Concurrent Design
approaches. Under current DoD acquisitions,
industry receives no reward for incorporating
Concurrent Design processes which add value to
the product.

f. DoD requests for proposal and contracting timing, as
well as phasing schedules, severely constrain the
ability to confirm up-front design needs. At
present, design must virtually be frozen by or
shortly after award of contr.ct. Immediate costs and
schedules appear to dominate acquisition
considerations.

4. Various Forur members volunteered the preparation of white
papers which would more fully develop issues relating to
each of these topical areas. The preliminary results of
this work are incorporated into a separate report
providing industrial insights on the DoD Concurrent
Engineering Program.


